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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action has been issued in response to Applicant's Request for Continued 
Examination filed July 17, 2009. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5, 10-12, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30 and 34 have been amended. Claims 1- 
7, 9-13, 15-20, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30 and 34 have been examined and are pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on July 17, 2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed July 17, 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Daniell's disclosure of manually blocking offensive portions 
does not disclose applicant's claim for computer executable components. Examiner disagrees. 
Daniell's disclosure of manually blocking offensive portions reads upon applicant's automation 
of the same feature in view of In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958). 
Appellant argued that claims to a permanent mold casting apparatus for molding trunk pistons 
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were allowable over the prior art because the claimed invention combined "old permanent- mold 
structures together with a timer and solenoid which automatically actuates the known pressure 
valve system to release the inner core after a predetermined time has elapsed." The court held 
that broadly providing an automatic or mechanical means to replace a manual activity which 
accomplished the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior art. It is seen that 
applicant's filtering of offensive content is simply the automation of the replacement feature 
disclosed by Daniell. 

6. Applicant further argues that Wendkos would clearly be stripping out non-offensive 
content as well as offensive content. This argument is moot in view of the new grounds of 
rejection. 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to the remaining claims have been considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant recites the same arguments as those used for claim 1, 
accordingly the arguments are not persuasive or moot for the same rationale supplied above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 



9. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Pub. No. 
2005/0097174 to Daniell et al. (hereinafter "Daniell"). 
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10. As to Claim 1, Daniell discloses a system that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

a processor that executes the following computer executable components stored on a 
computer readable medium (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose a processor); 
a message receiving component that receives a message for delivery to a user (Figure 1 and 
paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose the workstations containing an email application that allows 
the work station to send and receive email messages through the network); 
a filtering component that that identifies offensive portions of the message , the message 
comprising one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 
a content blocking component that blocks the offensive portions of the message by 
preventing the offensive portions thereof from being viewed or sensed from at least a 
preview pane that displays the message , [and fully displays non-offensive portions of the 
messagel (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell discloses that, for the spam folder, the feature of 
displaying a preview of a selected message has been disabled. This is because the message has 
been determined to be objectionable or undesired). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose and fully displays non-offensive portions of the 
message . 

However, it would have been obvious in view of Daniell' s disclosure. Figure 9B of 
Daniell discloses allowing a user to make substitutions of objectionable words or phrases. This 
is seen to be disclosing partially blocking content by preventing offensive portions of the 



Application/Control Number: 10/799,455 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2456 

message from being viewed and also displaying non-offensive portions of the message. While 
this is being done manually by a parent for a child it nonetheless discloses the email client 
containing a feature used to detect objectionable words for the purpose of replacing them with 
acceptable words to prevent only the objectionable content from being viewed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine preventing messages from being viewed in the preview pane as disclosed by Daniell, 
with preventing only the objectionable content from being viewed as disclosed by Daniell. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine to prevent unintentional 
viewing of content determined to be objectionable or undesired. Since the purpose of a spam 
filtering is to prevent the user from viewing content they do not wish to view, it would be 
obvious to prevent the user from seeing the content via the preview pane because the content has 
been determined to be objectionable or undesired (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell). 

11. Claims 1, 5, 6 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniell and further in view of US Pat. No. 7222309 to Chupin et al. (hereinafter "Chupin"). 

12. As to Claim 1, Daniell discloses a system that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

a processor that executes the following computer executable components stored on a 
computer readable medium (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose a processor); 
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a message receiving component that receives a message for delivery to a user (Figure 1 and 
paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose the workstations containing an email application that allows 
the work station to send and receive email messages through the network); 
a filtering component that that identifies offensive portions of the message , the message 
comprising one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 
a content blocking component that blocks the offensive portions of the message by 
preventing the offensive portions thereof from being viewed or sensed from at least a 
preview pane that displays the message , land fully displays non-offensive portions of the 
message I (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell discloses that, for the spam folder, the feature of 
displaying a preview of a selected message has been disabled. This is because the message has 
been determined to be objectionable or undesired). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose and fully displays non-offensive portions of the 
message . 

However, Chupin discloses this (Column 7 lines 30-35 of Chupin disclose content 
screening of incoming email can be applied so that offensive words are filtered from the email) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine disabling a preview pane as disclosed by Daniell, with filtering out offensive words as 
disclosed by Chupin. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine to 
use a known technique to improve similar devices in the same way. Since both inventions are 
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geared toward preventing users from viewing offensive content it would be obvious to 
implement the features of one into the other. 

13. As to Claim 5, Daniell-Chupin discloses the system of claim 1, further comprising an 
unblocking component that receives user input to unblock the offensive portions of the 

message in at least the preview pane (Paragraph [0044] of Daniell discloses that messages in 
the spam folder may be unmarked as spam and the message that has been stored in the spam 
folder would be moved to the inbox folder of the user. Since the preview pane is fully enabled in 
the inbox it is seen that the blocked portion of the message would now be unblocked and 
viewable in the preview pane). 

14. As to Claim 6, Daniell-Chupin discloses wherein the system of claim 5, the 
unblocking component operates per message (Paragraph [0044] of Daniell discloses that 
messages in the spam folder may be unmarked as spam and the message that has been stored in 
the spam folder would be moved to the inbox folder of the use. This only being applied to the 
selected message and as such is operating per message). 

15. As to Claim 10, Daniell-Chupin discloses the system of claim 1, wherein the content 
blocking component blocks the offensive portions of the message by utilizing at least one of 
the following: 

blocked offensive portions of the message in at least the preview pane (Paragraph [0043] of 
Daniell discloses that, for the spam folder, the feature of displaying a preview of a selected 
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message has been disabled. This is because the message has been determined to be objectionable 

or undesired. Column 7 lines 30-35 of Chupin disclose content screening of incoming email can 

be applied so that offensive words are filtered from the email); 

a blocked portion of a subject line of the message; 

a blocked portion of a from line of the message; 

a blurred portion of the subject line of the message; 

a blurred portion of the from line of the message; or 

a blurred portion of the message in at least the preview pane. 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 1. 

16. Claims 2-4, 7, 9, 18-20, 22, 24, 25, 27 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Daniell-Chupin and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0165895 to 
Rajan et al. (hereinafter "Rajan"). 

17. As to Claim 2, Daniell-Chupin discloses the system of claim 1, wherein the computer 
executable components further comprise ; 

Daniell-Chupin does not explicitly disclose a junk score calculation for the message; 

and 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses that each piece of 
incoming mail is graded along a scale to determine the level of spaminess of the e-mail. Then in 
paragraph [0016] of Rajan an example of the scale shows that incoming mail can be graded 
along a 0 - 100 range and this is seen to be a junk score for the messages) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the system of claim 1 as disclosed by Daniell-Chupin, with calculating a junk score as 
disclosed by Raj an. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
because both systems disclose spam filtering and as such substituting one systems spam finding 
algorithm for the other would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. It would be seen as 
simple substitution of one known element for another. Wherein one of ordinary skill in the art 
would be further motivated to combine to improve the situation where too many or too few 
emails are classified as spam (Paragraphs [0009] and [0010] of Rajan) 

Daniell-Chupin does not explicitly disclose a classification component that classifies 
the message as any one of a good state, a junk state, and a middle state based in part on the 
junk score (Paragraph [0016] of Rajan discloses an example of a spam scale from 0-100 where 
messages that scored above 80 would be labeled "black", messages scoring between 30 - 80 
would be labeled "gray" and then messages below 30 would be left in the inbox. This is seen to 
be the same as having a good, junk, and middle state); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used above, 
wherein the middle state indicates that the message is determined to be safe for an inbox, 
but not safe for viewing or previewing in at least the preview pane without blocking the 
offensive portions of the message (Paragraph [0032] of Rajan discloses that some email may be 
placed in more than one directory such as the inbox (white) directory and the gray directory. 
Then in paragraph [0043] of Daniell it is disclosed that the feature of displaying a preview of a 
selected message can be disabled for spam messages. Thus it is seen that those that are rated 
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gray/white would be in the inbox but since it is spam would still have the have the content be 
filtered as disclosed in Daniell-Chupin). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used above. 

18. As to Claim 3, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the system of claim 2, wherein the 
message is classified at least in the middle state when the junk score exceeds at least the 
first threshold (Paragraph [0016] of Rajan discloses an example of a spam scale from 0-100 
where messages that scored above 80 would be labeled "black", messages scoring between 30 - 
80 would be labeled "gray" and then messages below 30 would be left in the inbox. Thus it is 
seen that exceeding the first threshold of 30 in this situation would be classifying a message in 
the middle state). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

19. As to Claim 4, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the system of claim 2, further 
comprising an analysis component that determines whether the junk score exceeds a first 
threshold (Paragraph [0016] of Rajan discloses an example of a spam scale from 0-100 where 
messages that scored above 80 would be labeled "black", messages scoring between 30 - 80 
would be labeled "gray" and then messages below 30 would be left in the inbox. This 
classification step is seen to imply that determination of a message exceeding a threshold is done 
by the system). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 
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20. As to Claim 7, Daniell-Chupin discloses wherein the system of claim 1 Daniell-Chupin 
does not explicitly disclose the content blocking component operates per message or globally 
for substantially all messages 

However, such a feature would have been obvious in view of Rajan. Paragraph [0032] of 
Rajan discloses that some email may be placed in more than one directory such as the inbox 
(white) directory and the gray directory. Then in paragraph [0043] of Daniell it is disclosed that 
the feature of displaying a preview of a selected message can be disabled for spam messages. 
Thus it is seen that those that are rated gray/white would be in the inbox but since it is spam 
those messages would still have the preview disabled. This scenario represents blocking 
operating per message. However in paragraph [0043] of Daniell the preview window being 
disabled applies to the whole spam folder, this implies the ability to disable the preview window 
for specific folders. If all folders were then disabled it would be the same as the blocking 
component operating globally. 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

21 . As to Claim 9, Daniell-Chupin- Raj an di scloses wherein the system of claim 4, the first 
threshold determined in part by user preferences (Paragraph [0031] of Rajan discloses 
additional user-settable configurations may include the ability to name and color-code the spam 
directories, as well as the ability to assign their respective ranges. These ranges are seen to be 
the same as the thresholds). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 
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22. As to Claim 18, Daniell-Chupin discloses the system of claim 1, Daniell-Chupin does 
not explicitly disclose further comprising a rating component that rates messages as 
unscanned before the messages are subjected to the filtering component 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0030] of Rajan discloses as incoming e-mail is 
received by the mail server it is graded for spaminess and then moved to the inbox and/or spam 
directories. During the time period between reception and being graded it is seen that the letters 
are inherently classified as unscanned, since they have no rating and are only moved to the inbox 
after being graded). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

23. As to Claim 19, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the system of claim 18, wherein an 
unscanned message is hidden from view and is not visible in the user's inbox while 
additional data about the unscanned message is collected or while the unscanned message is 
being filtered by the filtering component (Paragraph [0030] of Rajan discloses as incoming e- 
mail is received by the mail server it is graded for spaminess and then moved to the inbox and/or 
spam directories. During the time period between reception and being graded it is seen that the 
letters are inherently classified as unscanned, since they have no rating and are only moved to the 
inbox after being graded. Since they are not placed into the inbox until after filtering, the 
messages are effectively hidden from view and are not visible). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 
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24. As to Claim 20, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the system of claim 18, wherein 
unscanned messages are made visible in a user's inbox when the filtering component is 
turned off (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses being able to turn off spam filtering and next to the 
selection it is explained that all emails will be delivered to the inbox. Thus it is seen that when 
filtering is off all messages would be visible). 

It is seen that being able to turn off the filter is an obvious feature of the system. 
Furthermore, once the filter it turned off it is disclosed in Daniell that all emails will be delivered 
to the inbox. Given that nothing will be marked as spam, none of them would be blocked and as 
such they would all be visible. Thus it is seen that this limitation is disclosed by Daniell. 

25. As to Claim 22, Daniell discloses a method that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

executing computer executable instructions stored on a computer readable medium of a 
processor, the computer executable instructions comprising (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] 
of Daniell disclose a processor); 

receiving a message into a memory of the processor (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell 
disclose the workstations containing an email application that allows the work station to send and 
receive email messages through the network); 
[computing a junk score for the message]; 

determining offensive portions and non-offensive portions of the message , wherein the 
message comprises one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
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attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 

enabling a user to preview the [non-offensive portions of thel message in at least a preview 
pane while blocking the offensive portions of the message from the user [when the junk 
score exceeds a threshold] (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell discloses that, for the spam folder, the 
feature of displaying a preview of a selected message has been disabled. This is because the 
message has been determined to be objectionable or undesired) 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose computing a junk score for the message. 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses that each piece of 
incoming mail is graded along a scale to determine the level of spaminess of the e-mail. Then in 
paragraph [0016] of Rajan an example of the scale shows that incoming mail can be graded 
along a 0 - 100 range and this is seen to be a junk score for the messages); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combined used in claim 2. 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose enabling a user to preview the non-offensive 
portions of the message. 

However, Chupin discloses this (Column 7 lines 30-35 of Chupin disclose content 
screening of incoming email can be applied so that offensive words are filtered from the email) 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in Claim 1 . 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose altering the ability to preview when the junk score 
exceeds a threshold 
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However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses each piece of mail is 
graded and then moved into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus 
the message no longer appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

26. As to Claim 24, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the method of claim 22, further 
comprising classifying the message as unscanned before computing the junk score 

(Paragraph [0030] of Rajan discloses as incoming e-mail is received by the mail server it is 
graded for spaminess and then moved to the inbox and/or spam directories. During the time 
period between reception and being graded it is seen that the letters are inherently classified as 
unscanned, since they have no rating and are only moved to the inbox after being graded). 
Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

27. As to Claim 25, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the method of claim 24, further 
comprising updating the message from unscanned to some other rating based on, at least in 
part, its computed junk score (Paragraph [0030] of Rajan discloses as incoming e-mail is 
received by the mail server it is graded for spaminess and then moved to the inbox and/or spam 
directories. During the time period between reception and being graded it is seen that the letters 
are inherently classified as unscanned, since they have no rating and are only moved to the inbox 
after being graded. However after being graded it is then moved to the appropriate directories at 
which point it would be classified under those directories. Thus the score is seen to be updated). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 
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28. As to Claim 27, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the method of claim 22, further 
comprising unblocking the blocked offensive portions of the message when explicit user 
input to unblock the blocked message offensive portions is received (Paragraph [0043] of 
Daniell discloses that messages in the spam folder may be viewed by using the message center to 
select a message from the spam folder and then selecting the read button. This allows the user to 
read the text associated with the selected message. Since the message that was in the spam 
folder was previously not viewable in the preview screen (blocked) and then distinct user input 
(selecting the read button) allows the letter to be read (unblocked), this is seen to be the same as 
the claimed limitation). 

29. As to Claim 34, Daniell discloses a system that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

means for receiving a message (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose the 
workstations containing an email application that allows the work station to send and receive 
email messages through the network); 
[means for computing a junk score for the message]; 

means for determining offensive portions and non-offensive portions of the message , the 
message comprising one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 
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means for blocking the offensive portions of the message associated with information 
deemed offensive to the user from being presented to the user , [and displaying the non- 
offensive portionsl when the message is displayed in at least a preview pane, [based on the 
junk score] (Paragraph [0015] of Raj an discloses each piece of mail is graded and then moved 
into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus the message no longer 
appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess) 

wherein instructions associated with one or more of the above means are executed by a 
processor operatively coupled to memory (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose a 
processor coupled to memory). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose means for computing a junk score for the message. 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses that each piece of 
incoming mail is graded along a scale to determine the level of spaminess of the e-mail. Then in 
paragraph [0016] of Rajan an example of the scale shows that incoming mail can be graded 
along a 0 - 100 range and this is seen to be a junk score for the messages); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose and displaying the non-offensive portions . 

However, Chupin discloses this (Column 7 lines 30-35 of Chupin disclose content 
screening of incoming email can be applied so that offensive words are filtered from the email); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 1 . 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose altering the ability to preview based on the junk 

score 
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However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses each piece of mail is 
graded and then moved into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus 
the message no longer appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

30. Claims 22 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell 
and further in view of Rajan. 

31. As to Claim 22, Daniell discloses a method that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

executing computer executable instructions stored on a computer readable medium of a 
processor, the computer executable instructions comprising (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] 
of Daniell disclose a processor); 

receiving a message into a memory of the processor (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell 
disclose the workstations containing an email application that allows the work station to send and 
receive email messages through the network); 
[computing a junk score for the message]; 

determining offensive portions and non-offensive portions of the message , wherein the 
message comprises one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 
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enabling a user to preview the [non-offensive portions of thel message in at least a preview 
pane while blocking the offensive portions of the message from the user when the junk 
score exceeds a threshold (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell discloses that, for the spam folder, the 
feature of displaying a preview of a selected message has been disabled. This is because the 
message has been determined to be objectionable or undesired) 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose computing a junk score for the message. 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses that each piece of 
incoming mail is graded along a scale to determine the level of spaminess of the e-mail. Then in 
paragraph [0016] of Rajan an example of the scale shows that incoming mail can be graded 
along a 0 - 100 range and this is seen to be a junk score for the messages); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combined used in claim 2. 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose enabling a user to preview the non-offensive 
portions of the message. 

However, it would have been obvious in view of Daniell' s disclosure. Figure 9B of 
Daniell discloses allowing a user to make substitutions of objectionable words or phrases. This 
is seen to be disclosing partially blocking content by preventing offensive portions of the 
message from being viewed and also displaying non-offensive portions of the message. While 
this is being done manually by a parent for a child it nonetheless discloses the email client 
containing a feature used to detect objectionable words for the purpose of replacing them with 
acceptable words to prevent only the objectionable content from being viewed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine preventing messages from being viewed in the preview pane as disclosed by Daniell, 
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with preventing only the objectionable content from being viewed as disclosed by Daniell. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine to prevent unintentional 
viewing of content determined to be objectionable or undesired. Since the purpose of a spam 
filtering is to prevent the user from viewing content they do not wish to view, it would be 
obvious to prevent the user from seeing the content via the preview pane because the content has 
been determined to be objectionable or undesired (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose altering the ability to preview when the junk score 
exceeds a threshold 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses each piece of mail is 
graded and then moved into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus 
the message no longer appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

32. As to Claim 34, Daniell discloses a system that mitigates viewing offensive message 
content comprising: 

means for receiving a message (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose the 
workstations containing an email application that allows the work station to send and receive 
email messages through the network); 
[means for computing a junk score for the message]; 

means for determining offensive portions and non-offensive portions of the message , the 
message comprising one or more of text, images, sounds, videos, URLs, embedded content, 
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attachments, or applets (Figure 4 of Daniell discloses a text filtering component that can be 
used to scan incoming mail for offensive words and phrases); and 
means for blocking the offensive portions of the message associated with information 
deemed offensive to the user from being presented to the user , [and displaying the non- 
offensive portionsl when the message is displayed in at least a preview pane, [based on the 
junk score] (Paragraph [0015] of Raj an discloses each piece of mail is graded and then moved 
into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus the message no longer 
appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess) 

wherein instructions associated with one or more of the above means are executed by a 
processor operatively coupled to memory (Figure 1 and paragraph [0024] of Daniell disclose a 
processor coupled to memory). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose means for computing a junk score for the message. 

However, Rajan discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Rajan discloses that each piece of 
incoming mail is graded along a scale to determine the level of spaminess of the e-mail. Then in 
paragraph [0016] of Rajan an example of the scale shows that incoming mail can be graded 
along a 0 - 100 range and this is seen to be a junk score for the messages); 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose and displaying the non-offensive portions . 

However, it would have been obvious in view of Daniell 's disclosure. Figure 9B of 
Daniell discloses allowing a user to make substitutions of objectionable words or phrases. This 
is seen to be disclosing partially blocking content by preventing offensive portions of the 
message from being viewed and also displaying non-offensive portions of the message. While 
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this is being done manually by a parent for a child it nonetheless discloses the email client 
containing a feature used to detect objectionable words for the purpose of replacing them with 
acceptable words to prevent only the objectionable content from being viewed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine preventing messages from being viewed in the preview pane as disclosed by Daniell, 
with preventing only the objectionable content from being viewed as disclosed by Daniell. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine to prevent unintentional 
viewing of content determined to be objectionable or undesired. Since the purpose of a spam 
filtering is to prevent the user from viewing content they do not wish to view, it would be 
obvious to prevent the user from seeing the content via the preview pane because the content has 
been determined to be objectionable or undesired (Paragraph [0043] of Daniell). 

Daniell does not explicitly disclose altering the ability to preview based on the junk 

score 

However, Raj an discloses this (Paragraph [0015] of Raj an discloses each piece of mail is 
graded and then moved into the respective directory according to its level of spaminess. Thus 
the message no longer appears with the regular mail according to its level of spaminess). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 



33. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell-Chupin 
and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0009495 to Adjaoute (hereinafter "Adjaoute"). 
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34. As to Claim 11, Daniell-Chupin discloses the system of claim 1. Daniell-Chupin does 
not explicitly disclose wherein the content blocking component replaces blocked offensive 
portions of the message with at least one of a text notice, a graphics notice, a video notice, 
or an audio notice; and wherein the text notice, the graphics notice, the video notice and the 
audio notice warn users that potentially offensive content has been blocked from view. 

However, Adjaoute discloses this (Paragraph [0057] of Adjaoute discloses that if the 
content is restricted, then a message is displayed instead of the content saying that the access to 
the content has been restricted. It is noted that Adjaoute deals primarily with websites however 
in paragraph [0029] it suggest the software plug-in being installed in an email application). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the system of claim 1 as disclosed by Daniell-Chupin, with replacing the 
blocked content as disclosed by Adjaoute. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been motivated to combine in order to help the filter prevent 
viewing of offensive material. Paragraph [0006] of Adjaoute shares that the goal would be to 
control the information that children can receive. Thus it is seen that it would be advantageous 
to block the material and inform the participant that what they are trying to access has been 
blocked. 

35. Claims 12, 13, 15-17 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniell-Chupin-Rajan and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0204569 to Andrews et al. 
(hereinafter "Andrews"). 
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36. As to Claim 12, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the system of claim 2. Daniell-Chupin- 
Rajan does not explicitly disclose further comprising a challenge-response component , the 
challenge-response component comprising: 

a challenge activation component, triggered when the junk score of the message exceeds a 
second threshold; 

a challenge message sent to a sender of the message; 

a challenge puzzle or question completed by the sender of the message; and 

a response receiving component for validation of the sender's response to the challenge 

puzzle or question and transfer of the message to the user's inbox upon validation 

However, Andrews discloses this (Figure 4 of Andrews discloses the process for 
incoming email messages. As the message flows through the process various things are checked 
such as whether a message is spam-like, has a potential virus, or if the sender is suspicious. If a 
message appears to be any of those things the message is issued a challenge. Then in paragraph 
[0087] of Andrews it is explained that if the system judges that the sender has passed the test the 
message is placed into the user's inbox). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the system of claim 1 as disclosed by Daniell-Chupin-Rajan, with the 
challenge system disclosed by Andrews. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made would have been motivated to combine in order to increase the security of the spam 
filter. Andrews explains in paragraph [0007] that a challenge would help verify that the source 
of the potentially infected/spam email is a human and not a machine. Since most spam is 
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generated by a machine as opposed to individually sent out by humans such a system would help 
filter out many messages. 

37. As to Claim 13, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan-Andrews discloses the system of claim 12, 
wherein the second threshold is higher or lower than the first threshold (Paragraph [0031] of 
Rajan discloses additional user-settable configurations may include the ability to name and color- 
code the spam directories, as well as the ability to assign their respective ranges. It is noted that 
because Rajan discloses a user setting up the configurations for his various spam directories that 
it would be obvious to either have the second threshold higher or lower depending on the 
personal preference of the user). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

38. As to Claim 15, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan-Andrews discloses the system of claim 12, 
wherein the second threshold is determined at least in part by user preferences (Paragraph 
[0031] of Rajan discloses additional user-settable configurations may include the ability to name 
and color-code the spam directories, as well as the ability to assign their respective ranges. 
These ranges are seen to be the same as the thresholds). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 2. 

39. As to Claim 16, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan-Andrews discloses the system of claim 12, 
wherein the message sent by the respective message sender is hidden from view in a user's 
inbox until the at least one challenge is correctly solved (Figure 1 of Andrews discloses a 
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letter being detained in the smart email filtering system until a correct response is received. This 
is effectively hiding the message from view until it is correctly solved). 
Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 12. 

40. As to Claim 17, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan- Andrews discloses the system of claim 12, 
wherein offensive portions of the message sent by the respective message sender are 
blocked when the message is released to the user's inbox following a correctly solved 
challenge (Figure 4 of Andrews discloses the process for incoming email messages. As the 
message flows through the process various things arc checked such as whether a message is 
spam-like, has a potential virus, or if the sender is suspicious. If a message appears to be any of 
those things, the message is issued a challenge. Then in paragraph [0087] of Andrews it is 
explained that if the system judges that the sender has passed the test the message is placed into 
the user's inbox. It is seen that since the letter was placed into the inbox and that, as disclosed 
above, letters in the inbox with sufficient ratings arc blocked, it would be obvious that after a 
message comes back from a challenge that it would still be blocked once deposited in the inbox). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 12. 

41 . As to Claim 30, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the method of claim 22. Daniell- 
Chupin-Rajan does not explicitly disclose further comprising challenging a sender of the 
message before revealing any blocked offensive portions of the message , wherein challenges 
are sent to the sender at a rate determined by a frequency or number of messages sent to 



the user . 
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However, Andrews discloses this (Figure 4 of Andrews discloses the process for 
incoming email messages. As the message flows through the process various things are checked 
such as whether a message is spam-like, has a potential virus, or if the sender is suspicious. If a 
message appears to be any of those things, the message is issued a challenge. Then in paragraph 
[0087] of Andrews it is explained that if the system judges that the sender has passed the test the 
message is placed into the user's inbox. Paragraph [0056] further discloses utilizing historical 
sender information in the decision in whether or not to issue a challenge. Accordingly it would 
have been obvious to utilize the number/frequency of messages sent to the user as criteria of the 
historical sender information as it is a well known criteria used in spam detection). 

Examiner recites the same rationale to combine used in claim 12. 

42. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell-Chupin- 
Rajan and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0080889 to Malik et al. (hereinafter "Malik"). 

43. As to Claim 29, Daniell-Chupin-Rajan discloses the method of claim 22. Daniell- 
Chupin-Rajan does not explicitly disclose further comprising requiring entry of a password 
to open messages associated with blocked offensive portions . 

However, Malik discloses this (Paragraph [0071] of Malik discloses child protection in 
an email system where it can be set such that to get access to a child's spam folder one would 
have to enter in the master or parent password. This is seen to be the same as needing a 
password to access messages that are blocked). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the method of claim 22 as disclosed by Daniell-Chupin-Rajan, with 
requiring a password as disclosed by Malik. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been 
motivated to combine in order to prevent children from viewing content that a parent would 
deem inappropriate for viewing. Thus it is to provide a method that restricts a child type user 
from performing a restricted operation (paragraph [0007] Malik). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KEVIN S. MAI whose telephone number is (571)270-5001. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30 - 5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/K. S. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2456 

/Bunjob Jarocnchonwanit/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2456 



